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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This document introduces Martynia annua fruit extract as a sustainable and biologically compatible method for silver nanoparticle manufacturing, contributing to green nanotechnology. Plant-mediated nanoparticles have antioxidant and antibacterial properties and eco-friendly production. These research help build safer nanomaterials for biomedical and pharmaceutical applications while lowering chemical use. The work also encourages the use of underutilised medicinal herbs for nanomaterial production.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4, GOOD
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The abstract adequately summarizes the objectives, methodology, key characterization techniques, and major findings of the study. It provides a clear overview of the synthesis process and the biological activities of the nanoparticles. However, it could be improved by including more quantitative results and a clearer statement and significance.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Green synthesis and plant-mediated nanoparticle generation are explained in the background. It lacks depth in reviewing new publications and fails to emphasise Martynia annua's value compared to other plant sources. Better structure and current references would reinforce the study's background and argument.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The experimental description explains the study's goals, however the research objectives and hypotheses are not. Structured presentation improves clarity and scientific basis of the text.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The literature review includes green synthesis and plant-mediated nanoparticle generation, although it lacks current, high-impact research. To effectively place the study in the current scientific context, the review could include more recent references (especially from the previous 5 years) and a more critical comparison with prior work.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Standard and well known methods for green silver nanoparticle production, characterisation, and biological evaluation are used in the work. UV–Vis spectroscopy, SEM, FTIR, XRD, and in vitro antioxidant and antibacterial tests can meet study goals. To improve rigour and repeatability, the approach needs more specific experimental descriptions and additional analyses such particle size distribution, zeta potential, and statistical validation.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The study involves in vitro experiments using plant extracts and microbial strains, and does not include human or animal subjects. Therefore, ethical approval is not applicable in this case.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The nanoparticle production, characterisation, and biological activity data are given logically. Provide additional quantitative data, better-organized figures and tables, and suitable statistical analysis to increase understanding. Results would be better presented with better graphics and labelling.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The tables and figures confirm the study's findings. Their clarity and organization need improvement, especially labelling, resolution, and thorough captions. More explanatory legends and figure uniformity would improve efficacy and interpretability.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The study's key findings are discussed, although there is little reference to current research. A deeper comparison with plant-mediated silver nanoparticle research would reinforce the discussion. Recent references and critical comparisons would increase the scientific context and significance of the findings.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Experimental results confirm the conclusions, especially nanoparticle production and antioxidant and antibacterial activity. More quantitative data, statistical validation, and avoiding overgeneralisation beyond the reported results would strengthen the conclusions.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not adequately discuss the limitations of the study. Important aspects such as lack of detailed mechanistic insight, limited scope of biological evaluation, absence of in vivo studies, and insufficient statistical validation should be acknowledged. Including a clear limitations section would improve the transparency and scientific rigor of the work.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The references cited are generally relevant to the topic of green synthesis and nanoparticle research. However, the number and recency of references are somewhat limited. Including more recent and high-quality studies would strengthen the manuscript and better position it within the current scientific literature.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the key concepts effectively. However, there are issues with grammar, sentence structure, and occasional repetition that affect clarity. Careful language editing and proofreading would improve readability and overall presentation.

	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The title is generally suitable as it reflects the key aspects of the study, including green synthesis and the use of Martynia annua for silver nanoparticle production. However, it could be further refined by making it more concise and by incorporating the main biological activities (antioxidant and antibacterial) to enhance its impact.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor concerns
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in terms of approach, experimental design, and interpretation of results. However, improvements are needed in methodological detail, statistical analysis, and deeper discussion of mechanisms. Providing more quantitative data, ensuring reproducibility, and strengthening the linkage with existing literature would enhance the scientific rigor of the study.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The references are not sufficiently recent or comprehensive. The manuscript would benefit from including more up-to-date studies, particularly from the last 5 years, focusing on green synthesis of silver nanoparticles and their biological applications. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The plant-mediated production of silver nanoparticles using Martynia annua fruit extract is a contemporary green nanotechnology issue. The work shows eco-friendly synthesis and potential antioxidant and antibacterial activity for biomedical applications. However, methodological clarity, experimental parameters, and statistical analysis need refinement in the text. Add fresh literature and mechanical insights to enrich the conversation. Addressing these issues will improve the work's scientific quality, clarity, and impact.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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